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Rovegmber 2, 2005 6:03 14M

Sgnator Piek Purbin

U.3. sgnate

332 Pirksgn dgnate Officg Building
Washington, 9C 20510-0001

Subjget: Re: Federal-Slate Joint Board on Universal $ervieg OC Pockel 96-45

Pear Senator Purbin:

| have serious eonegrns regarding thg Fedgral Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to changg the Universal
dervieg Fund (USF) collgetion method to a monthly flat fee. Many of gour constitugnts, ineluding me, my frignds, family
and ngighbors, wiil be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

718 you know, UST is currently collgeted on a revenue basis. People who usg morg pay morg into the systgm.  If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, thal means that somecne whe uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays thg samg amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutegs of long distaneg a month.
Constitugnts who usg their limited resouregs wisely shoutd not be pgnalized for doing so.

T flat feg tax could cause many low-volume long distaneg usgrs, tike students, prepaid wirglgss users, senior citizens
and low-incomg residential and rural consumers, to give up their phongs dug to unaffordabig monthly inerzasgs on
their bills. dhifting the funding burden of the UST from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unngegssary. In
addition, it would have a highly detrimental gffect on small busingsses all across Imerica.

The Regp USF Fair Coalition, of which | am & member, kegps me informed about the UST issug with monthly ngwsletters
and up to datg information on their websitg, including links 1o FCC information. While | am awarg that federal law does
not requirg companigs to rgeover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. s a
consumer | would like ensure [ am charged fairly. If the FCC gogs to a numbers texed, my serviee will eost morg. dnd
acecording to thg Coalilion's reegnl meglings with lop FCC officials, theg FCC has plans to change to a flat feg systgm
soon and without [ggislation.

1 will eonfinusz 1o monitor developments on the issug and eontinug to spread the word to my commuanity. | request you
pass along my conegrns to the FOG on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could dispropertionately ajfeet
thogg in your constitugncy.

Thank gou for gour continugd work and | look forward to hearing about gour position on this matter.

Sineerely,

Stgphanig Wilson

<o
The Federal Communications Commission




Raygmond Mars
4500 loantados 8t. , Bakersfigld, CH 93307-4877

Movember 2, 2005 12:28 M

Sgnator Pianng Feinsigin

U.8. denale

331 Hart Senate Offieg Building
Washington, ®C 20510-0001

dubjeet: Re: Federal-Stalg Joint Board on Universal $grvieg CC Pocket 96-45

Pear Sgnator Feinstgin:

[ havg serious eonegrns regarding the Federal Communiceations Commissions' (FCC) posilion to change the Universal
dgrvieg Fund (USF) ecllgetion method to a monthly flat feg. Mang of gour constitugnts, including me, my frignds, family
and ngighbors, will bg negatively impacted by the unfair ehange proposed by the FCC.

T8 you know, UST is earrenily collgeled on a rgvgnug basis. People who usg morg pay morg into the system.  1f thg
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means thal somgone who usgs ong thousand minates a month of long
distancg, pays the samg amount into the fund a8 someong who uses zero minatgs of long distance a month,
Constitugnts who usg their limited resouregs wiselg should not be penalized for doing sc.

M flat Jeg tax could cause many low-volumg long distance users, like students, prepaid wirglgss users, sgnior citizgns
and low-income residential and rural consumers, (o givg up their phongs due 1o anaffordable monthly inergasegs on
their bills. $hifting the funding burden of the USF from high volumg to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In
addition, it would have & highly detrimental gffeet on small busingssgs all across Mmerica.

The Reep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am & mgmber, kegps me informed about the USF issug with monthly negwsletters
and up o datg information on their website, ineluding links to FCC information.  While | am aware that federal law dogs
not requirg companigs to reeover, or "pass along” these fegs to their customers, the reality is that they do. Hs s
consumer [ would like gnsure | am charggd fairly. If the FCC gogs to a numbgrs taxed, my service will cost morg. find
aceording to the Coalition's reegnt meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change ‘o a flat feg systzm
soon and without (ggislalion.

| will eontinug to rhonitor developments on the issug and conlinug 1o spread thg word to my community. [ request you
pass along my conegrns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tex eouid disproportionately affect
thosg in your constitugney.

Thank gou for gour continugd work and | lock forward to hearing about gour position on this matter.

Sinecerely,

Ragmond Mars

ee: o
The Federal Communieations Commission
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JAN 2 6 2006

sgnator Parack Obama
Yy

U.8. dgnate . Fr
713 tlart Sgnale Office Building wkom i g Hpe

Washingion, BC 20510-0001 H‘""‘N .

Subjeet: Re: Federal-Slalg Joint Board on Universal Sgrviee CC Pocket 96-45

Pear Sgnator Obama:

[ have serious conegrns rggarding the Fedgral Communieations Commissions' (FCC) position to ehangge the Universal
dervieg Fund (USF) eollgetion method to a monthly flat fee. Many of gour eonstitugnts, including me, my frignds, family
and ngighbors, will be nggatively impected by the unfair changg proposed by the FCC.

s you know, UST is currently eollgeted on a revenug basis. Pgople who usg morg pag morg into the system.  [f the
FCC changes that sysigm to a flat feg, that means that somgong who usgs cng thougand minutgs & month of long
distanee, pays the samg amount into the fund as someone who usgs zero minutes of long distaneg & month.
Censtitugnts who use their limited resources wisely should not bg pgnatized for doing sc.

1 flat feg tax eould ecause many low-volumg long distanee users, like students, prepsaid wirglgss usgrs, senior citizens
and low-ineome rgsidential and rural consumers, 1o give up their phongs dug to unaffordable monthly inereases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the UST from high volume to low-volumg users is radical and unneegssary. In
addition, it would have & highly detrimentai effeet on small busingsses all across dmerica.

Thg Keep UST Tair Coalition, of which 1 am & member, kegps mg informed about the UST issug with menthly newsletiers
and up to date infoermation on their webslte, including links to FCC information. Whilg [ am aware thal federal law does
not require companies to reecver, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, 1he reality is that they do. ds a
consumer | would like gnsure | am charged fairlg. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my servicg will eost morg. 1nd
aecording to the Coalition's recent megetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system
soon and without Iggislation.

1 will eentinug to monitor developments on the issug and econtinug to spread the word to my community. | request gou
pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fge tax eould disproportionately affgct
thosg in gour constitugney.

Thank you for your eontinugd work and | look forward 1o hearing about your position on this matter.

Sineerely,

linda Wagner

ee:
The Federal Communications Commission




3206 21 Street , Astoria, NY 11106-4566 b TR 11)?\;@ !
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- November 2, 2005 6:32 AM

Senator Charles Schumer

11.5. Senate

313 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Schumer:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position Lo change the Universal
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flai fee.  Many of your constituents, including me, my friends,
famnily and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that systemn to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone whe uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A fNat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coaltion, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. 'While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change 1o a flat
fee systemn soon and without legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 1 request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and 1 look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Linda Ferrari

ce: .
The Federal Communications Commission




Gagle Oade
4457 Harris fdvgnue , las Vegas, RV 59110-5468
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Sgnator John €nsign

0.8, denate
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dubjeet: Re: Federal-state Joint Board on Universal $Serviee CC Docket 96-45

Dear denator Ensign:

I havg serious conegrns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal
dgrvieg Fund (UST) colleetion method 1o a monthig flal fee.  Many of your eonstilugnts, including me, my frignds, family
and ngighbors, will bg negalively impacted by the unfair ehange proposed by the FCC,

s you know, UST is currently collgeled on a revenae basis. Peoplg who usg more pay more into the systgm.  If the
FCC echanggs thal system to & flat feg, that megans that somgong who uses one thousand minutzs a month of long
distanee, pays the same amount into the Jund as someong who usgs zgro minutes of long distanee & month.
Constilugnts who usg their limited resourees wisgly should not be penalized for doing sc.

7 /lat fee tax could causg many low-volumg long distanee users, tike students, prepaid wirglgss usgrs, senior cilizens
and low-incomg residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones dog to unaffordable monihly inergases on
their bills. 8hifting the funding burden of the UST from high voiume 10 low-volume users is radieal and unngegssary. In
addition, it would have & highly detrimgntal gffzet on small busingsses all across merica.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which | am a member, kegps me informed about 1he UST issue with monthly newsletters
and up 1o dalg information on their website, including links to PCC information. Whilg ] am aware that federal law dogs
not requirg companigs (o recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the real itg is that they do. s a
consumer | would likg gnsurg | am charged fairly, [f the FCC gogs to a numbgrs texed. my servieg will cost more. fnd
aceording to the Coalition’s rgegnt megtings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system
goon and withoul lggisiation,

Fwill eontinug to monitor devglopments on the issug and eontinug to spread the word to my commanity. | request you
pags along my concgrns to the FCC on my behalf, gtting them know how a flat feg 1ax eould disproportionalely affect
those in gour constitugney.

Thank you for your eontinugd work and [ look forward to hearing about gour position on this malter.

Sineerely,

Gagle Qadg

ce:
The Federal Communications Commission
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JAN 2 6 2006
Representative George Radanovich
U.5. House of Representatives li" DAY Loy
438 Cannon House Office Building » 1OUOM
Washington, DC 205150001

Subject: Re: Fel mal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

DNear Represemative Radanovich:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' {FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee.  Many of your constituents, including me, my friends,
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I the
FCC changes that system 1o a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills, Shifting the [unding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which [ am a member, keeps me informed about the 1JSF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees 1o their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer [ would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flai
fec system soon and without legislation.

[ will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 1 request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behall, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your conslituency.

Thank you for your continued work and 1 look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

nolta chance

oo
The Federal Communications Commission
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Hovgmbgr 2, 2005 12:07 M

Sgnator Kay Hutehison
U.&. Sgnatg

284 Russell Sgnate Office Building
Washington, 9C 20510~0001

subjget: Re: Federal-Statg Joint Board on Universal Sgrviee CC Bocket 96-45

Dear Senator Hulchison:

I havg sgricus coneerns regarding the Federal Commarieations Commissions' (FCC) pesition to ehange the Universal
dervieg Fund (UST) eollgetion method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your eonstitugnts, including me, my frignds, family
and ngighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC,

118 you know, USF is currgntly colleeled on a revenug besis. Pgople whe use more pay morg into the sysiem. If the
FCC changes that systzm to a flat fee, that means thal someone whe usgs ong thousand minutes & month of long
distaneg, pays the samg amount into thg fund as somgone who uses zerc minutgs of lond distancg a month.
Constitugnts who usg Lheir limitgd resouregs wisgly should not be pgnalized for doing so.

T flal fee tax could cause many low-volumg long distaneg users, like students, prepaid wirgless usgrs, senior citizens
and low-inecomg residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones dug to unaffordablg monthly inergasgs on
their bills. $hifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume 1o low-volume usgrs is radical and unngegssary. In
addition, it would have & highly detrimental gffect on small busingsses all across Ameriea.

The Regp USF Fair Coalition, of which [ am & member, kegps me informed about the UST issug with monthly newsiglters
and up to date information on their website, ineluding links to TCC information. Whilg | am awarg that federal law does
not require companies to reeover, or "pass along” thesg fees 1o their customers, the realily is thal they do. s a
consumer [ would likg ensurg [ am charged fairly. If the FCC gogs o a numbers taxed, my servicg wili eost morg. find
aceording 1o the Coalition's reeent meetings with top PCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to & flal feg system
soon and without legislation.

[ will continue to menitor dgvelopments on the issue and eontinug to spread the word to my community. 1 request you
pass along my conegrns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flal fee 1ax could disproportionalzly afieel
thosg in your constitugney.

Thank you for your eontinued work and [ ook forward to hgaring about gour position on this matter.

Sinegrely,

Claygion &taplgton

ce
The Federal Communieations Commission




Trent Arnold
2470'N. High St. Apt. A3 , Columbus, OH 43202

Senator George Voinovich

L1.S. Scnate

524 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, [DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Dacket 96-45

Dear Scnator Voinovich:

I have scrious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position 1o change the Universal
Service Fund (USF} collection method to a monthly flat fee.  Many of your constituents, including me, my Iriends,
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USK is currently coliected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system (o a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who usc their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which [ am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links 1o FCC information.  While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies (o recover, or "pass along” these fces to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes (o a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a {lat
fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. [ request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constiluency,

‘Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matler.

Sincerely,

Trent Amold

CCy
The Federal Communications Commission
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o MNevetber 1, 2005 5:27 PM

Representative Phil English

U.S. House of Representatives

1410 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative English:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to fow-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America. , _

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which T am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up Yo date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the
FCC has plans o change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community, I
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting 'rhern know how a flat fee tax could
dlspr'opor*rlonafely cffect Thosa in your cons‘rs'ruency

Thank you for your continued Work and T look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

ca I e
- . W L

Sincerely,
Richard Zuba ‘ "'I T o o 7 e

cci
The Federal Communications Commission
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Debra Stokes
10038 W, Potter Dr. , Peoria, AZ 85382

November 1, 2009 5:30 PM

Senator John McCain Vo LY
? LY
U.S. Senate \ il

241 Russell Senate Office Building
Washingten, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator McCain:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month, Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America. _ o ‘

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which T 'am a member, keeps me informed about thie USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware
that federal law does not require companies fo recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the
FCC has plans to change 1o a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and T look forward to 'I'near'ing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

Debra Stokes

cc
The Federal Communications Commission




Jeff Cannon
303 Bare Ave , West Jefferson, NC 28694-9106

November 1, 2005 5:29 PM

Senator Elizabeth Dole

U.S. Senate

555 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Dole:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, wili be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC,

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system fo a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses ali across
America, . - )

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which T am'a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While T am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according fo the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the
FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. T
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

Jeff Cannon

ce
The Federal Communications Commission




Jeanne Sprague
12029 Dutton Road , Rockford, OH 45882-9567

November 1, 2005 5:31 PM

Senator George Voinovich

U.5. Senate

524 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Voinovich:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month. Constituents who use their iimited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I.am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the
FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I iook forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely, o

Jeanne SPrlague T TR R T PR L N

cc:
The Federal Communications Commission
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November 1, 2005 5:30 PM

Senator Mark Dayton

U.S. Senate

123 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Dayton:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF} collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC,

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month, Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware
that federal low does not require companies to recover, or “pass along” these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer T would like ensure T am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coadlition's recent meetings with top FCC of ficials, the
FCC has plans to change 1o a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I wilt continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. T
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

Paul McConville

cc:
The Federal Communications Commission
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Colleen Iﬁmm

1310 Restmere Ct , Deltona, FL 32725-3700

November 1, 2005 5:31 PM

Senator Bill Nelson

U.S, Senate

716 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Nelson:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone whe uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America,

The Keep USF Fuir Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly, If the FCC goes to @ numbers
taxed, my service will cost more, And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the
FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
dtspropor‘rlonufely affect those in your ¢onstituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

Colleen Ingram

cC:
The Federal Communications Commission
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& Carol Szur :
4528 26th Street W/Apt. A , Bradenton, FL 34207-1239 e L

November 1, 2005 5:29 PM

Senator Bill Nelson

U.S. Senate

716 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Nelson:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly fiat fee. Many of your constituents, including

me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills, Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume fo low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses alf across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which T am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links fo FCC information. While I am aware
that federai law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the
FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation,

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. T
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
dispropertionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter,
Sincerely,

Garry & Carol Szur -~

Lol o]
The Federal Communications Gommission
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Daniel DeMuro
58 Ponderosa Drive , Muncy, PA 17756

November 1, 2005 5:29 PM

Senator Arlen Specter

U.S. Senate

711 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Specter:

T have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more info the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills, Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed abolit the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware
that federal law does"h‘q'r require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to « humbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition’s recent meetings with top FCC officials, the
FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation,

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. T
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a fiat fee tax could
disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and T look forward to hearifig abiout your pesition on this matter.
Sincerely, e ot by

Daniel DeMuro e

cc:
The Federal Communications Commission
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Max Lent
812 Coventry Drive , Webster, NY 14580

November 1, 2005 5:27 PM

Representative James Walsh
U.5. House of Representatives
2369 Rayburn House Office Bldg.
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Represenfative Walsh:

T have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) pesition to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America. .

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which T am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the
FCC has plans to change 1o a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I wil! continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 1
request you pass along my concerns Yo the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. e Lo

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

Max Lent ' T / R

[« Y
The Federal Communications Commission




William A Dawson Jr
4176 Osage St , Gladwin, M1 48624-8358

ovember 2, 2005 7:57 AM

Senator Debbic Stabenow

LS. Senate

133 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Stabenow:

[ have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends,
lamily and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system 10 a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zere minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized tor doing so.

A fat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifiing the funding burden of the USF [rom high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coahtlon, of which [ am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. Al according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat
fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. | request
you pass along my concerns 1o the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constiluency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

William A Dawson |Jr

ce:
The Federal Communications Commission
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30663 Pawtucket Ave. Apt, 905, Riverside, RI 02915-4340

November 2, 2005 8:09 AM

Representative Patrick Kennedy
LS. House of Representatives
407 Cannon House Office Bldg.
Washingion, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dcar Representative Kennedy:

[ have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee.  Many of your constituents, including me, my friends,
family and neighbors, will be ncgattvely impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a {lat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes 2 month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While 1 am aware that
[ederal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a [lat
fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. [ request
you pass along my concerns 1o the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
aflect those in your constituency.

"Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Mary Barbosa

({4
The Federal Communications Commission
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Sgnator larry Craig

.3, Senalg

520 Hart enate Office Building
Washington, ®C 20510-0001

dubjget: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Servieg CC Pocke!t 96-45

Pear Sgnator Craig:

1 hevg sgrious conegrns regarding the Federal Communicalions Commissions' (FCC) position to ehange thg Universal
sgrvieg Fund (USF) collgetion method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your eonstitugnts, including me, my frignds, family
and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfsir change proposed by the FCC.

s gou know, UST is currgntly collgeted on a revenug basis. People who use morg pay morg into the system. [f the
FCC changges that system 1o & flat fee, that means that someong who uses ong thousand minutgs a month of long
distancg, pays thg samg amount into the fund as somgong who uses zegre minuigs of long distance a month.
Constitugnts who usg their limited resources wisgly should not bg penalized for doing so.

1 flat fee tag ecould cause many low-volume long dislaneg users, like students, prepaid wirglgss users, sgnior citizgns
and low-income rgsidgntial and raral consumers, t¢ give up their phongs dug to unaffordable monthly inereases on
their bills. ®hifting the furnding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radieal and unngegssary. In
addition, it would have a highlyg detrimental effeet on small busingsses all across America.

The Keep UST Pair Coalition, of which | am a mgmbgr, kgeps me informed about the UST issug with monthly newsletiers
and up to dalg information on their websiig, including links to FCC information. Whilg | am aware that federal law dogs
not require compenigs 1o rgeover, Or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. fs a
congumer [ would likg ensurg [ am charged [airly. If thg FCC gogs 10 a numbers taxed, my serviee will cost more. nd
according fo the Coalition's reeent meetings with top FCC officiale, the FCC hag plans to change o a flat fze system
soon and without legislation.

I will continue to menitor dgvelopments on thg tssug and eontinug to spread the word to my eommunity. 1 request you
pass along my eonegrns lo thg FCC on my behalf, 1giting them know how a flat fee tax eculd disproportionately affget
those in your constitugney.

Thank you for gour continugd work and | lock forward 1o hearing about gour position on this matter.

Sinegrely,

dharon Freeman

ce:
The Federal Communicaticns Commission




273 Baker 1o, Loretto, PA 15940

JAN 26 2006 November 2, 2005 6:43 AM

Senator Arlen Specter o
.S, Senate .w‘k)h'ﬁd"ﬁ f ,
711 Hart Senate Office Building : "
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Specter:;

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) positicn to change the Universal
Service Fund (USE) collection method to a monthly flat fee.  Many of your constituents, including me, my firiends,
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis, Pecople who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes 2 month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifiing the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

"The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletiers and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
tederal law does not require companies Lo recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer 1 would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service wiil cost
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat
fec system soon and without legislation.

I will continue Lo monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. T request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, leiting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and 1 look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,
Knisia Holz

el
The Federal Communications Commission
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309 Trippany Road , Massena, NY 136 = P

JAN 2 6 2008 November 1, 2005 5:46 PM
Senator Hillary Clinton T AL F g |
U.S, Senate -—;_W“'f__“:mw gLy z

476 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Clinton:

T have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according fo the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the
FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

T will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. -

Thank you for your continued work and T look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Raymond Belanger

ce!
The Federal Communications Commission
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Sgnator Riek Santorum

.8 Segnate

511 Pirksen denatg Offieg Building
Washington, PC 20510-0001

A

dubjeet: Re: Federal-$tate Joint Board on Universal Servieg CC Pocket 96-45

Pear dgnalor dantorum:

| have sgrious eoneerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCGC) position to changg the Universal
dgrviee Fund ([USF) eollgetion method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your conslilugnts, ineluding me, my friends, family
and neighbors, will bz nggatively impaeted by the unfair changg proposed by the FCG,

11 you know, USF is currgntly eollgeted on a revenug basis. People who use morg pay morg into the system. I the
FCC changes that system to a flal fee, that means that somgong who usgs ong thousand minutgs a month of long
distaneg, pays the same amount info the fund as someong who usgs zgro minutes of long distaneg & month.
Constitugnts who usg their limited resourees wisgly should not be pgnalized for doing so.

T flat fee tax could eausg many low-volumg long distanee users, like students, prepaid wirgless users, sgnior eilizens
and low-incomg residgntial and rural consumers, to give up their phongs due to unaffordablg monthly inereases on
their bills. &hifting the funding barden of thg UST from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unngegssary. In
addition, it would havg a highly detrimental gffzel on small busingsses all across dmerica.

The Reep UST Pair Coalition, of which | am a member, Reegps mg informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletigrs
and up o date information on their website, including links to FCC information.  While | am awarg that fedgral law dogs
not requirg companigs 1o reeover, or "pass along” these fees 10 their customers, the reality is that they do, s a
consumer | would like gnsure | am charged fairly. If thg FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my servicg will cost more. fAnd
aceording to the Coalition's reegnt meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans 10 change to a flal feg system
scon and without Iggislation.

I wili ecntinug o monitor dgvglopments on the issug and continug to sprgad the word to my commanity. | reqagst gou
pass along my coneerns to thg FCC on my behalf, Igtting them know how a flat feg tax could disproportionately affget
those in gour constitugney.

Thank you for gour continugd work and [ look forward to hearing about goar position on this matter.

dincergly,

Thelma Brightman

ce
The Federal Communications Commission




L. ________________________________________ "
Lot 9, Palsgraaf I'rir. Pk. , Chattahoochee, F1. 32324

Bob Griffn

Senator Mel Martinez

United States Senate

317 Hart Senale Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Scnator Martinez:

I have serious concems regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (UJSE) collection method 1o a monthly flat fee.  Many ol your constituents, including me, my friends,
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system.  If the
FCC changes that systemn to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a2 month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and Jow-income restdential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the [unding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, mchiding links to FCC information. 'While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these [ees 1o their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer [ would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat
fec system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
aflect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Bob Griflin

CC:
The Federal Communications Commission




Robert Currin

4385 s Pony Ave , Boise, 1D 83709-5576 "?:;::E
| 1R %3
November 2, 2005 8:13 AM
Senator Larry Craig JAN 2 & 2006
11.5. Senate
520 Han Senate Office Building Foe
Washington, DC 20510-0001 ——

Subject; Re: Federal-Siate Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Craig:

I have serious concemns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund {USE) collection method to a monthly flat fee.  Many of your constituents, including me, my friends,
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constitucnts who use their imited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior cibizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume o low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly, If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. And according to the Coalition’s recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat
fec system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those 1n your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I lock forward to hearing about your positicn on this matter.

Sincerely,

Robert Currin

ce!
The Federal Communications Conu(ﬁssionl




